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Sacramento Fish and Wildlife Office
3310 El Camino Avenue, Suite 130
Sacramento, California 95821-6340

Mr. Lester S. Snow
Executive Director

CALFED Bay-Delta Program
1416 Ninth Street, Suite 1155
Sacramento, California 95814

Subject:

Dear Mr. Snow:

FR*1501.7, NEPA section 102 (2)(c), and 505 FW (in part) that

: ; yard achieving one of the stated goals of NEPA, that any agency

in reaching its & ~ will carefully consider detailed information concerning every
 significant envirom%i;iental impact (Robertson vs. Methow Valley Citizen Council, 1989), there

22

is alack of quagéﬁ?caﬁon in the PEIS and the lack of consistency between the Impact Analysis
and the E BE A the vegetation types chosen.

03 ‘é%_
3

% ea?ice recommends that quantification of how much of each habitat types may be lost,

The Delta region, which has the most information available, should be given much more detail
and not have habitat losses lumped into categories of “Agricultural” and “Non-agricultural”
in the Vegetation and Wildlife document, which then only corresponds with one of the
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habitat types listed on Pages 6 or 18. The Services does not agree that working at a
programmatic level precludes quantitative analysis. We recommend (1) using a
quantitative/objective approach to the greatest extent possible and (2) mclg\g\\mg as much
available data and as much detail as possible. y\
W
i,

"<~>.: 2

33 years, an addltlonal 20-year span to 1998 wo‘-: ol
Valley foothill hardwood vegetation. Is this habita} \ :
in the Urban/Ag figures: 1945-- 2,960,000 to 1%&*‘*\

We recommend that GAP analysis%& sed tg
throughout the alternatives analy§is. The ﬁg}
CALFED implementation altegisiives if wefire to ass

: 'lmpacts on acres of veg communities
fre i in "Rare Find" -indicating they are a
We recommend that there be

S .

@ Bradeauss the requlrements of NEPA, the technical appendix or some

i proposed and candidate species and any designated cntlcal
the proposed and alternative project areas.

defined to include 51gmﬁcant habitat modlﬁcatlon or degradation that results in death or injury
to listed species by impairing behavioral patterns including breeding, feeding, or sheltering.
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(5)  Discuss meeting basic NEPA requirements through effects on terrestrial resources in the Delta
with and without the array of proposed projects and each of the alternatives. Such discussion
needs to include all those effects necessary to provide some basis for an m—de%h significant

issue analysis. @&
@

(6) A requirement of NEPA is stating under conditions g@hsent d
and foreseeable costs incurred in obtaining need “mformatw o
lacking in this technical appendix and the informg 'n may b @s av r’_ 3

\ing needdifdata is when the tof

o AN

' “-s to gather. Eithésaai

Yo 'n is too expensive to collect.

@) We recommend that amuch better d1scussmn be

associated terrestrial and aquatm plant
clear description of the species baseli

(8) Revise to more accurately
as the terrestrial and aqua
Witheut such rewsm@& £
I T(!%”data an %? i

®

(10)

cihin the past. This needs to be clarified as to whether the ERPP is
c proposa]s or whether the restoration proposals stand alone

(11) ’5%*1* ection 5.1.2, the No Action Alternative is not included in the draft. When the No Action
Alternative is included, a comparison of the effects of the ERPP and the three alternative can
be done.
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(12) Inregard to the aquatic section of the PEIS, the description of operations and management
of the Trinity River water supply should include a flow study.

(13) The Semce agrees that the CVPIA PEIS should be used in the CALFED ﬁess and does
- IS'

S XD X
$

(14) Habitat clasmﬁcatlon discussions should be expanded“* For examp)
“section, CWHR has been reorganized and this shét d be full \\gxp ini

(15) A statement is made in this report that ‘this analys Ty ’ d on plant commitk (habitat
classﬁicaﬁon) rather than species’. However, p Vi ‘

(16)

17)

§ (a3 duction of have been unequivocally unsuccessful. Most
sheen atiegy ‘%ﬁ a result of mitigation. Therefore, as a first priority, the

e vc at ac ~1t1on and endowment of sufficient funds be secured to own
ﬁﬁdequately secupied habitat. Applied ecological research is needed and should
e encouraged arzhf s?” &d to discover unknown processes and factors that may affect the

£
f‘&% persistence of rage pl ant species.

v

,In regard to ¢ qua'ucs section of the PEIS, restoration of habitats has been attempted for
; @«%2%. rnia endemlc fish. Most of the attempts have failed and thus far need to be

Qi:‘S}%\&*\%g:f’?’fﬁlures The next draft of this document should emphasize that appropriate ecological
monitoring will be conducted with a Service-approved monitoring plan. Such a monitoring
plan would set the precision, accuracy, type I and type II error levels and offer needed
research and remediation if any reintroduction attempt fails.
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Specific Comments

(1) 1.0 Introduction, paragraph 1, page 1: @%\\;\\

Comment: Jeopardizing a listed species is not an acce s Qle adve it despite the "net
benefit" of the program. S o S s\?‘

Comment: The introduction states that “because the §> c 1o %on for mos ﬁ?’??\;«.
features is not known, a site’specific impac; \ £ ’%’ 8 cannot be made.” 43S needs to
be immediately followed by a sentence \ﬁ%&"‘% taph providing assurances that
site-specific review will be completed at gttt : _u plementatmn of project

priate.

Pgﬁg"exz;mple, the dates of limitations of
s:s If GAP analysis is used, it should

&1 and does not reflect habitat losses over

at. A vegetative community—based impact analysis should include

When evaluating special status species in terms of affected plant communities, it is
important to analyze not just the number of species that may be found within the
habitat, but also the relative proportion of the species’ ranges likely to be impacted.
For example, is the impact likely to affect (or decrease habitat over) 25%, 50%, 90%
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of the species range? Will the impacts occur in a large population area, or a relatively
small and isolated population area?

| N
(4)  Page4-1: “..establishing and documenting significance criteria at th D @aﬁc stage will

Comment: A programmatic approach should in n preclu :
processes and recommendations to prote '
only when site specific information is ava
needs to be included in this paragraph.

S
R
3 Xw ances
X B

5) Page 4-2: §
Comment: We recommend that significant S 8o g\ determined.
(6) PageS5-1: oy

§g@’“§§ c impacts. The programmatic does not
ey . .

igauon For purposes of assessing all impacts and
amtigation measures consisting of avoidance,

»

* recommend that the impacts and benefits be better grouped to allow easier
tracking. As an example, from page 5-4, Benefit 1.8 is followed by Impact 1.5.

) Page 5-59:
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Comment: Do not use the “net effects” evaluation criteria that assumes that the ERPP will offset
adverse affects of the CALFED implementation.

y ,\\- 2
with species affected to Tables IV-6 and “ * A plafit o
analysis should have cross-referencing bet $ v " sections

general plant commumty type.
® Page 8, paragraph 4:

Comment:  More detail should be pr0v1ded i L
under ecosystem managemeﬁf For

\:u\

unimpaired runoff and th@\ﬁeed for

(10)
SRS - \\\.’%@"Q
Commeng = ih. .'f:j e *H foFhumbers of species affected and benefited, this
k. ' ; approach. The Service recommends that this approach not
a}gd endangered species.

(11) Bege,ﬁ s P

&
Commént

There may be an impact when creation of wetlands is in close proximity to agricultural
lands. There is the potential for contamination due to nearby agricultural practice.
Additionally, birds attracted to wetlands sometimes feed on adjacent/nearby crops.
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(13) Figures 1&2--Illustration of the allocation process:

Comment: We recommend that when the concept of “unused, excess or surpl

Comment: The Service recommends that this informa; ;\i

e

SRR 32

reseed to Table

(15) Page 48:

Comment:  The text states that diamondetaled

X

1 L
is extinct. The Serviceds aware &f one
2y

California poppy on thidir -
{Q}s

s
e

F

(16) Page 57:

R . .
gﬁétﬁ‘g plants that occur in the Sacramento River

recommends that the table show numbers and a list which

= .. . .
%3’%‘»& ecies into the names of these species, possibly as a

4

;; "Region. Table IV-6, page 42, only lists 65 species of special status
plants as ;cug within the Sacramento River Region. The Service recommends
that th%%greconcﬂed and that common and scientific names of plant species be used
in thedext and listed in tables to substantiate the numbers occurring in each region.

Comment: The text states that there are 119 special status plants that occur within the San
Joaquin River Region. It is unclear if any of the 119 are the same as the 175
mentioned for the Sacramento River Region. Clearly delineate which individual plant

H—000245

H-000245



9

and animal species populations, ranges, and distributions occur in which habitat types
and within the described regions. A clearer, more comprehensive, more integral
discussion of habitat and affected species throughout the CALFEocuments is
recommended to achieve a better description of the direct and net effgéis to individual
species, plant communities and habitats. _ &

If you have any questions or concerns about the above, _\9‘2 : N \""“
Jean Elder at (916) 979-2130. ' ‘

CC: ARD, Klamath and California
RD, Region 1, Portland, Ore
USEPA, San Francisco, Caj
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